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Examining Student Designed Games through Suits Theory of Games
48
A number of educational philosophers have taken a stance that is best 49 represented by Tinning (2009, p. 151) when he suggested that the educational 50 legitimacy of a curriculum's subject matter is contingent on its activities having worth 51 in and of themselves rather than being justified for other, extrinsic or instrumental 52 reasons. , like Arnold (1985) and Peters (1996) before him, argued that 53 physical education was increasingly seen in instrumental terms. Using the UK as an 54 example he suggested that the then Labour government -although we would argue 55 successive governments -believed that physical education, through its increasingly 56 popular moniker of school sport, could be important in delivering on instrumental 57 outcomes such as 'sports talent ID', 'decreasing obesity', and 'citizenship'. However, 58 while it might be argued that these are laudable goals they are also dangerous goals 59 ), as their outcomes are not only achieved in a multifarious and 60 unpredictable future, but it may also very difficult to prove that physical education 61 played any role in their achievement. By tying ourselves to these ethereal outcomes we 62 run the risk of becoming badly unstuck; especially when considering how poorly 63 disconnected physical education seems to be from a curriculum capable of achieving 64 these goals (Ennis, 2000) .
65
Writing in the same monograph Kirk (2009) and Siedentop (2009) , among others, 66 argued that, as a field, physical education needed to help children (and the adults they such is the volume of work making this claim that it seems futile to guide the reader to a 73 single work or author. Suffice to say that, as a field, our hopes, beliefs and aspirations do not 74 match our curriculum or pedagogies. Capital is currently gained not through enabling 75 curricula but through measures of performativity (Evans, 2013) . Physical education and its 76 subject matter have been molecularized to help teachers break content down into its smallest 77 unit, ergo its most teachable form (Jones, Harvey, & Kirk, 2014 ) and these molecules (e.g.
78
the handstand or the penalty shot) have become the measures against which performativity is 79 gauged.
80
It has been argued that "sport is our subject matter" (Siedentop, 1982) and that "to 81 those looking in from the outside, the playing of games and sport within physical education 82 would seem the raison d'eˆtre of the subject (Casey & Hastie, 2011, p.296 ) and yet the same 83 molecularized notion of sport is not taken in wider society. Indeed, such is the prevalence of 84 games in wider society that they occupy an almost unrivalled place in everyday life; a place 85 that seems to go unquestioned. In contrast the manner in which they are transferred into 86 education, through school sport, has long been questioned (Siedentop, 1982) . Consequently 87 the capital that is 'won' and 'lost' outside of school -in Sunday leagues and recreational 88 settings -is only bestowed in physical education on those whose contributions meet the 89 measures of performativity that we apply in physical education and school sport. In the next 90 section we will explore the gulf that appears to exist between the "rich [and] impoverished 91 meaning" we afford games in and out of schools respectively.
92
Games as society 93 Games -in every form imaginable -occupy a plethora of positions in society All of these questions, Kretchmar suggests, appear to go against the idea that play
105
(and by association games) is an inherently bad thing and yet, it appears, play is readily 106 positioned as something that we are expected to leave behind us as we get older. This 107 sentiment is exemplified in the notion that children need to "grow up" and take things "more 108 seriously" and in the idea that "making a game out of something" is a bad thing to do. In reasons that we work rather than being positioned as thing we might do when we are not 112 working. In changing the position and increasing the value we place on sport, games and 113 physical education, we reposition them as meaningful and highly valued experiences rather 114 than simply seeing them as a form of escapism.
115
Developing this argument further, Kretchmar (2001) suggests that for an activity to 116 be considered as a central part of an active lifestyle it needs to be meaningful. Meaning, he 117 believes, is currently positioned as a "vague, homogenous thing" (p. 260) rather than being 118 considered across the full spectrum of importance (i.e. unimportant to vitally important).
119
Consequently we lack the wherewithal to acknowledge impoverished forms of meaning 120 (where we acknowledge, yes, perhaps, that might be important at some stage in our lives) 121 and rich forms of meaning (in its heights and depths, and in its here and now importance) and help learners to define games as artefacts or conventions.
190
Drawing on the work of Bernard Suits, a games-theorist and philosopher, the purpose 191 of this paper was to provide answers to the following three key questions. These were: (1)
192
How does a unit of student-designed games add to the meaning that previously disengaged is not the reason that we play games. Put most simply "playing a game is the voluntary 209 attempt to overcome unnecessary obstacles" (Suits, 1978, p. 41) .
210
In his treatise on games, Suits argues that four hierarchical processes occur when we 211 engage in game play. Firstly we agree to try and achieve a prelusory goal. Taken from the
212
Latin ludus meaning game, Suits (1978) suggested that prelusory should be considered to be 213 the pre-game goal. In the case of golf this would "involve getting an object (a ball) to a series and eventual into the series of holes). This is all acceptable to the players if they have a 219 lusory attitude (i.e. they agree that these rule make this particular game possible). 
Methods
233
Participants and setting
234
The participants in this study were 58 year 10 students (14-15 years old) and two 235 teachers from a mixed secondary school in the greater London area. The students were 236 members of two physical education classes that each met three times a week for 45 minutes.
237
These classes differed in that the students had been previously streamed into two different 238 cohorts based upon their standard scores in Physical Education from previous years. What 239 was common amongst the students however was that they represented all of the students 240 within year 10 who had elected not to enrol in the formally GCSE (General Certificate in 241 Secondary Education) examination in physical education or the BTEC Sport qualification on 242 offer to them. As such, these students were engaged in "Core PE" and were described by 243 their teachers as "a mix of generally disaffected children, able sports participants who had 244 chosen not to be examined in the subject, and a group of academically gifted pupils who, 245 similarly, had chosen not to gain a physical education qualification." Indeed, it was the notion of "disengaged" that seemed to be the theme that ran through the entire cohort. In the words 247 of two students, physical education was described as "a time to mess about for the whole time 248 I've been at school" or "it's just like...sport and you just play…you come and get changed, go 249 out on the courts or in here somewhere, then do some activities about a certain sport and then 250 perhaps play the sport at the end of the lesson."
251
The two teachers were both recently employed at the school. Steve, the department 252 head, was just completing his first year, while Natalie had also moved to the school straight 253 from University. Both teachers had become dissatisfied with the curriculum they inherited 254 within the school, which could be described essentially as a multi-activity, "physical 255 education as sport-techniques" (Kirk, 2010) method of presentation. As such, one of their 256 goals was to provide their students with a form of engagement that was potentially more 257 meaningful and motivating. As Natalie suggested:
258
I think for this particular group of kids we're working with, they're not 259 particularly sporty, they're not particularly competitive, they're not particularly 260 good at PE, it's one of those types of groups so for them to spend the next two 261 years doing practical PE where we're saying "You need to get better at netball, 262 you need to get better at hockey", I think they're intelligent enough to know 263 "why would I want to do that? I don't particularly enjoy it, I don't have that 264 particular edge."
266
As such, both teachers were committed to not "regurgitating the Key Stage 3 267 curriculum at Key Stage 4 and were willing to explore student designed games as a 268 potential way of engaging more students.
269
The games making unit 270 The games making units comprised 21 lessons that were conducted during the 271 students' weekly allotted physical education lessons, with all lessons taking place on the 272 school's netball courts. Given the disparity between the enrolments in the two classes, the 273 students were divided into teams of five or nine (depending on their class) by the teachers 274 who attempted to make them as even as possible based upon their games-playing ability.
12
The task for each team was to design a game using a web-based wiki as the platform 276 for recording the game and sharing it with the other participants. The students had access to 277 any equipment available within the school's physical education equipment room. All teams 278 were given some basic guidance relating to both game design and issues such as health and 279 safety to ensure that game development proceeded safely and equitably.
280
The unit was divided into three phases. First, the teachers allocated 6 lessons for 281 students to explore previously untaught games such as Korfball, Tchoukball and Handball. This was followed by 9 lessons in which the students trialled and modified their games. 
337
In the main, physical education and games were socially constructed for these students 338 as a subject for which they did not wish to gain an academic qualification. From discussions 339 with the staff, students' involvement in either lessons and/or the school's extra-curricular 340 programme could best be described as disengaged. According to Steve, the main explanation suggested that "we just played a game, we got taught how to play the game and we played it"
347
(F-1).
348
Lusory attitude (the students' attitudes towards games making)
In considering the challenges of games making we concluded that there were two 350 parts to this aspect of game theory. Firstly, because games revolved around problem setting,
351
there was a need for every group of students to come up with a problem. Secondly, the 352 difficultly inherent in solving the problem is also dependent on the participants' willingness 353 to abide within the common agreement to play by the rules.
354
Indeed, in analysing the data it became clear that the students either resisted or 
363
In contrast, other students showed a real willingness to adopt the games-making 364 challenge itself and to indeed create a novel game. As one student pointed out:
365
It's really hard not to copy other games because the game that we had was a mix 366 between some games, it was a really good game but it was too much like the 367 other games so we had to completely think out of the box 'cause we were 368 thinking of some games and then we were like 'oh no, that's too much like 369 football' or 'that's too much like netball or something' so we did have to think The decision to deliberately seek out and solve a new problem, rather than 373 simply regurgitating a familiar problem and an equally familiar solution, was 374 fundamental in improving the lusory attitude of some students who had been described 375 by their teachers as "negative" and "not in the slightest bit motivated".
376
The second aspect of lusory attitude is a willingness to abide within a common 377 agreement to play by the rules. Given the decision by some students to develop combination 378 games, it should have been relatively easy for them to abide by the rules, as they had already 379 inherited their own history of rule adherence in regards to these two games. However,
380
alongside their decision not to set particularly a new or difficult problem for themselves was 381 an underlying attitude of disinterest towards the unit. When asked in their summer interviews, 382 how seriously they took the games-making process one female student replied: "quite 383 seriously but we didn't take it like really, really seriously, we were trying to enjoy it and be 384 light hearted about the whole thing, it was good fun though." (F-1)
385
For those students who searched for innovative problems, the agreement to abide by we're messing about doing the game. The feeling that the students had shifted from being a group who "quite often get 404 disengaged" to one that were interested and challenged by physical education was a strong 405 theme of the teachers' response to the unit. In particular, when asked to elaborate on what they meant by "motivated" Natalie mentioned that absence of comments such as "I really don't like netball", "I don't want to do rugby" or "I really don't want to go outside and do 408 practical today", and that the shift was more to one of "wanting to do it and wanting to get 409 out there and if they don't have their kit or they are injured, they seem to be, the majority 410 seem to be still getting involved."
411
Steve, who worked with both classes, saw more of the difference between the two 412 rather than just seeing the difference between the old and the new that Natalie saw. In 
Lusory means (the permitted actions of the game)
437
One of aspects of the games-making unit that created the biggest set of obstacles for the 438 students was the openness of the games-making task. Because the games-making process was 439 presented as a tabula rasa and the students were given a fairly free rein in terms of the games 440 that they might develop, the scope was perhaps too broad. Physical education, which had previously been filled with activities and games that required students to do "something you this was one of the hardest aspects of the whole process.
446
A specific challenge was bringing everyone ideas together to make a game that actually were different, we had to try and merge them together to make something that 450 worked, which was a real challenge, to get it to work. One of the core problems, for some students at least, was that they did not like having permitted rules through which they could play. Indeed, as one female student suggested,
460
"there's a game for basically everything so to be completely different, the game will probably 461 be really rubbish because there wouldn't be any structure to it" (F-9).
462
The teachers were aware of the "discussions" and "negotiations" that the students 463 were engaged in around the prelusory goals and lusory means of their games. When asked if 464 the students were having these discussions amongst themselves," Steve replied:
465
They are, yeah, they're having discussions, they're having arguments, they're However, in the act of facilitating these discussions, Steve felt that his role was also participants. In other words they could come up with a test that they could master as a group 490 but when it came to defining a contestable game between two teams of unknown ability they 491 found it more difficult.
492
When, in the interviews, the students were asked to consider why some of their initial 493 ideas or games were (in their words) "boring" they felt that aimlessness and inactivity were 494 key causes of boredom. When they were asked to define a good game the students had some students also enjoyed what they were doing. There was certainly the tacit belief that for 521 something to be enjoyable it had to be popular and fair -something that the games played in 522 physical education were not.
523
Constitutive rules (restrictions put in place)
524
525
The biggest gulf experienced by the students seemed to be between the desire to have 526 a lusory goal that made things fun, new, and enjoyable, with the reality of developing a set of 527 constitutive rules that made that goal possible. Indeed, the students engaged in a lot of 528 vacillation between their aim for fun and enjoyment and the development of a rule set that 529 allowed for this.
530
In their interviews the students spoke primarily about the challenges of making their 531 games work, especially when they were subjected to the scrutiny of others through game 532 play. The development of constitutive rules was likened by some players to fixing bugs in the 533 game in the same way that a programmer would fix a poorly behaving computer game.
534
Sometimes this occurred through observations of their game being played by others and 535 sometimes from the feedback they were given from other students in the guise as players of 536 their game. Some of this "fixing" also occurred as a result of playing other team's games and 537 identifying aspects of these games that they either liked or thought would improve their 538 objective of enjoyable fun.
539
At their heart, these constitutive rules were functioning to achieve the enjoyable test 540 within the lusory goal. Nevertheless, they did not always serve to facilitate a good contest. 
The loop from constitutive rules with lusory means (making game adjustements)
547
The toing and froing between rules, goals and means was neither liner nor regular.
548
Importantly though, this period of shift and transition was seen by the students and the 549 teachers as supporting both enjoyment and autonomy. activities (Suits, 1978) in which winning is a finite event that is achieved (or not) only 627 through adherence to pre-prescribed rules. Therefore, games learners and developers need an 628 understanding of the actions and interactions of rules and means if they are to enhance their 629 understanding of games. Such is the "inseparability of rules and ends in games" (Suits, 1978, 630 p. 24) that it seems remiss of physical educators and coaches to somewhat ignore the 631 relationship between these two important facets of games.
632
One element of games that has been a focus of physical education -particularly 633 physical education as sport-techniques -has been the "rule of skill" (Suits, 1978 , p. 37). Suits
634
held that "to break a rule of skill is usually to fail, at least to that extent, to play the game 635 well, but to break constitutive rule is to fail (at least in that respect) to play the game at all"
636
(p. 38). We would argue that the key focus of the games that these students were used to 637 playing was the need to "play the game well". Indeed it could be argued that the main focus 638 of physical education has been playing well and the opportunity to just play is removed from 639 students as the opportunity arises. To this end we suggest physical education has been using 640 an impoverished version of Suits' (1978) theory which is illustrated in Figure 2 . 
653
The drive for efficiency in teaching is not unique to physical education and nor is this 654 problem new but the application of Suits' model allows us to view it through a different lens. and netball and heading into the unknown can we start to help students to build up their 665 understanding rather than disseminating information we deem pertinent to given sport-666 techniques.
667
